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DETAILED ACTION 

This final rejection is in response to arguments regarding Application Number 
10/662954, the arguments being filed on 10/09/2007. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: ' 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

8. Claims 1, 4, 11, 12, 15, 22, 23, 26, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Abjanic et al, hereinafter referred to as Abjanic (US patent 
number 71 11 076, dated September 19, 2006, and filed on December 22, 2000), 
Helgeson et al, hereinafter referred to as Helgeson (US patent number 6643652, dated 
November4, 2003, and filed on January 12, 2001), and Olsen et al, hereinafter referred 
to as Olsen (US patent number 5987376, dated November 16, 1999). 

Regarding claims 1, 11, 12, 23, 22, and 33: 

Abjanic discloses a method (method, claim 9), computer readable storage 
medium, (software in combination with hardware, Column 3, line 46) and system 
(System, title) comprising: generating a message from a source application on a first 
computer system; translating the message from an original format to a portable format 
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(Abjanic discloses transforming from a first format to a second format, Column 11, line 
41), thereby generating a portable message (Abjanic discloses using XML, in Column 
11, line 59, which is a portable format), wherein the portable message comprises 
metadata which comprise identifying characteristics of the source application (In Figure 
2, Abjanic discloses directing the message based on the XML data, e.g. the Business 
transaction information in the message, and in Claim 4, Abjanic discloses that his 
message comprises a schema); sending the portable message from the first computer 
system to a second computer system between the first computer system, the second 
computer system, and optionally one or more intermediary computer systems (Abjanic 
discloses forwarding the message to a destination processing node, Columns 12, last 
line, and Column 13, first line, and discloses interchanging "data with one or more 
remote servers" Column 3, line 35); receiving the portable message at the second 
computer system (destination processing node Column 13, first line); and routing the 
portable message to a target application on the second computer system (Abjanic 
discloses using the "business transaction information in a message ..." to make routing 
or switching decisions for the message" Column 5, lines 22-24, and sends the message 
to a second computer system, which is the "destination processing node" Column 13, 
first line) based on the metadata. (Figure 2, last step) 

Abjanic discloses all the limitations as discloses above except for performing the 
transformation on the first computer system and using peer to peer message passing. 

Helgeson teaches transforming data on a first system. ("This data object is 
translated from the first system specific local format to a generic interchange 
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format... which utilizes a native application programming interface of said first system." 
Column 2, lines 57-58, and 60-61) 

The general concept of transforming data on a first system is well known in the 
art as illustrated by Helgeson which discloses transforming data on a first system. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic of his message transformation system, method, and 
medium to include the use of transforming the data on the first system in his 
advantageous method as taught by Helgeson in order to "provide standardized access 
to connectivity with other systems and platforms in a users networks" as stated in Col 
1, lines 49-51 , for which the interconnect system uses XML. Col 2, lines 44-45. 

Olsen teaches peer-to-peer message passing. ("Typically, the management of 
shared data in a distributed environment is accomplished... with peer-to-peer 
messaging." Column 2, lines 5-7.) 

The general concept of providing peer-to-peer message passing is well known in 
the art as illustrated by Olsen which discloses peer to peer messaging in a shared data 
distributed environment. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic to include the use of peer to peer message passing in his 
advantageous method as taught by Olsen in order to provide for "distributing a common 
set of application data" and "manage shared application data" as stated by Olsen in his 
abstract and in column 2, line 56. 

Regarding claims 4, 15, and 26: 
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Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen disclose the method, computer readable storage 
medium, and system further comprising: translating the portable message from the 
portable format to the original format on the second computer system. (Helgeson 
discloses translating "data from a system specific local format to a generic interchange 
format object, and vice versa, thus translating back to its original format.) 
9. Claims 2, 3, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen as applied to claims 1, 12, and 23 and further in 
view of Law (WO 02/32171 A1, filed on October 9 th , 2001 with a priority date of October 
9 th , 2000, and published on April 18, 2002), Shaw et al, hereinafter referred to as Shaw 
(US patent number 6362836, dated March 26, 2002, and filed on March 31, 1999) and 
Chou et al, hereinafter referred to as Chou (US patent number 6247056, dated June 12, 
2001) 

Regarding claims 2, 13, and 24: 

Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen discloses all the limitations of claims 2, 13, and 24 
including routing portable messages except for: 

determining an application type of the target application based on the metadata of the 
portable message; determining whether an existing instance of the application type of 
the target application is running on the second computer system; using the existing 
instance if the existing instance of the application type of the target application is 
running on the second computer system; and using a new instance of the target 
application if the existing instance of the application type of the target application is not 
running on the second computer system. 
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Law teaches determining an application type of the target application based on 
the metadata of the portable message (Law parses the message "to determine an 
application type" abstract, lines 3-4, which uses microdata which identifies the message 
as an MDS message, abstract, last three lines, in which Law's microdata can be 
thought of as a subset of metadata because it identifies the data and is data about 
data.) 

The general concept of determining an application type based on the metadata is 
well known in the art as illustrated by Law who discloses determining an application 
type based on metadata in a portable message. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen of their portable, translatable 
message system, method and medium to include the use of determining an application 
type based on metadata in his advantageous method as taught by Law in order to 
provide for "processing a message containing application data" as stated by Law in his 
specification, page 1, line 2. 

Shaw teaches determining whether an existing instance of the application type of 
the target application is running on the second computer system; and wherein using the 
existing instance if the existing instance of the application type of the target application 
is running on the second computer system, ("determining if an existing instance of the 
protocol engine for the requested application program type is in place and if it is, using 
the existing instance of the protocol engine" Claim 18) 
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The general concept of determining whether there is an existing instance and 
using an existing instance of an application type is well known in the art as illustrated by 
Shaw who discloses using an determining if there is an existing instance, and then 
using it in a data delivery system. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen of their portable message translation 
method, medium, and system to include the use of determining existing instances and 
using them in his advantageous method as taught by Shaw in order to "provide the 
controlled delivery of computer based application programs. ..to a number of users" as 
stated by Shaw in his abstract, lines 4-6. 

Chou teaches the limitations wherein using a new instance of the target 
application if the existing instance of the application type of the target application is not 
running on the second computer. 

(Chou "initiates a new instance of C1 on one of the possible host machines," if there are 
no existing instances available for use. Columns 9 64-65 and 10, lines 3-5, which 
implies that the existing instance was not available on a second computer) 

The general concept of using a new instance if the existing instance is not 
running on a second computer is well known in the art as illustrated by Chou who 
discloses using a new instance . 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen of their portable message translation 
method, medium, and system to include the using a new instance in his advantageous 
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method as taught by Chou in order to "...send messages through the inter-machine 
communication mechanism to the instances..." as stated by Chou in his abstract, next 
to last sentence. 

10. Claims 3, 14, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen as applied to claims 1, 12, and 23 above, and further 
in view of Ozzie et al, hereinafter referred to as Ozzie (WO 01/06365 A2, published on 
January 25, 2001. 

Regarding claims 3, 14, and 25: 

Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen disclose all the limitations of claims 3, 14, and 25 
except for delivering a payload of the message to the target application. 

Ozzie teaches message payload delivery to a target application. ("In addition to 
the outbound message queue structure 904, ...includes... a message payload... with 
delivery endpoints for resource handling" Column 27, lines 25-27). 

The general concept of delivering a message payload to a target application is 
well known in the art as illustrated by Ozzie who discloses a message payload being 
delivered to a target application. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic, Olsen, and Helgeson of their portable message translation 
method, medium, and system to include the use of delivering a message payload to a 
target application in his advantageous method as taught by Ozzie in order to provide 
"data change requests..." which are "communicated over a network" as stated by Ozzie 
in his abstract, lines 3-4. 
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11. Claims 5, 16, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Helgeson, Olsen, and Abjanic as applied to claims 1, 12, and 23 above, and further 
in view of Aldred et al, hereinafter referred to as Aldred (US patent number 5539886, 
dated July 23, 1996) 

Regarding claims 5, 16, and 27: 

Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen disclose all the limitations of the method, computer 
readable storage medium, and system comprising: wherein the source application is 
network-unaware . 

Aldred teaches source applications which are network unaware. ("The support 
system provides facilities which permit unaware applications to be used for 
collaborative working". Column 15, lines 63-64). 

The general concept of providing a source application which is network unaware 
is well known in the art as illustrated by Aldred who discloses a network unaware source 
application in a collaborative working network. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen of their portable message translation 
method, medium, and system to include the use of network unaware source 
applications in his advantageous method as taught by Aldred in order to interface with 
application programs as stated by Aldred in his abstract, line 5. 

12. Claims 6, 7, 16, 18, 28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Helgeson, Olsen, and Abjanic as applied to claims 1, 12, and 23 
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above, and further in view of Harvey et al, hereinafter referred to as Harvey (US patent 
number 6487583, dated November 26, 2002, and filed on February 25, 2000. 
Regarding claims 6, 16, and 28: 

Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen disclose all the limitations of claims 6, 16, and 28 
except for invoking functionality of the second computer system in response to the 
message. 

Harvey teaches invoking functionality on a second computer system in response 
to the message. ("The chat room is preferably invoked through an application object 
obtained from the executable component emailed to the user at Computer 110 and 
executed locally at Computer 110. The chat room application object preferably resides 
at a central controller module 115." Column 25, lines 39-41) 

The general concept of invoking functionality on a second computer is well 
known in the art as illustrated by Harvey who discloses invoking functionality in a chat 
room application. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen of their portable message translation 
method, medium, and system to include the use of invoking functionality on a second 
computer system in his advantageous method as taught by Harvey in order to 
"distribute, initiate, and allow interaction and communication... which contains... a 
message component" as stated by Harvey in his abstract, lines 3-4, and 6). 

Regarding claims 7, 18, and 29: 
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Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen disclose all the limitations except for wherein the 
invoking functionality on the second computer system comprises instructing the target 
application to take one or more actions. 

Harvey teaches the method, medium, and system, wherein the invoking 
functionality on the second computer system comprises instructing the target 
application to take one or more actions. ("The chat room is preferably invoked through 
an application object obtained from the executable component emailed to the user at 
Computer 110 and executed locally at Computer 110. The chat room application object 
preferably resides at a central controller module 115", with the action taken being 
starting a chat room operation, Column 25, lines 39-41) 

The general concept of invoking functionality on a second computer is well 
known in the art as illustrated by Harvey who discloses invoking functionality in a chat 
room application and operation. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen of their portable message translation 
method, medium, and system to include the use of invoking functionality on a second 
computer system and taking one or more actions in his advantageous method as taught 
by Harvey in order to "distribute, initiate, and allow interaction and 
communication... which contains. ..a message component" as stated by Harvey in his 
abstract, lines 3-4, and 6). 

13. Claims 8, 19, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen as applied to claims 1,12, and 23 above, and further 
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in view of Traversat et al, hereinafter referred to as Traversat (US patent number 
7167920, dated January 23, 2007, and filed on January 22, 2002, with provisional 
applications filed in 2001) 

Regarding claims 8, 19, and 30: 

Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen disclose all the limitations of claims 8, 19, and 30 
except for using multicast peer-to-peer messaging. 

Traversat teaches multicast peer-to-peer messaging, ("...the peer may want to 
multicast a message to a subset of the current worldwide peer group...", Column19, 
lines 10/662933-35). 

The general concept of providing multicast peer-to-peer messaging is well known 
in the art as illustrated by Traversat who discloses multicast peer-to-peer messaging in 
peer to peer networking environment. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen of their portable message translation 
method, system, and medium to include the use of multicast peer to peer messaging in 
his advantageous method as taught by Traversat in order to provide for "sending and 
receiving messages... between... applications..." as stated by Traversat in his abstract, 
lines 4-5. 

14. Claims 9, 20, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Helgeson, Olsen, and Abjanic as applied to claims 1, 12, and 23 above, and further 
in view of Gupta et al (US patent number 7051 102, dated May 23, 2006, and filed on 
April 29, 2002) 
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Regarding claims 9, 20, and 31: 
the method, computer readable storage medium, and system, wherein the portable 
message is sent from the first computer system to the second computer system and 
one or more additional computer systems using broadcast peer-to-peer messaging. 

Gupta teaches peer-to-peer broadcast messaging. (Therefore, when this 
multicast/broadcast method is required, the security infrastructure of the present 
invention causes the node to randomly select one of the nodes who responded to the 
broadcast discovery... message", Column 18, lines 2-7.) 

The general concept of providing a broadcast peer-to-peer messaging is well known in 
the art as illustrated by Gupta who discloses a broadcast peer-to-peer messaging in a 
peer-to-peer communication method. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen of their message translation system to 
include the use of sending the data by peer to peer broadcasting in his advantageous 
method as taught by Gupta in order to enable "successful operation of these peer-to- 
peer networks" as stated by Gupta in Column 1 of the specification, lines 31-32. 
15. Claims 10, 21, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abjanic, Helgeson, and Olsen as applied to claims 1, 12, and 23 
above, and further in view of Bentall et al, hereinafter referred to as Bentall (US patent 
number 6282170, dated August 28, 2001). 

Regarding claims 10, 21, and 32: 

Abjanic, Helgeson and Olsen discloses all the limitations as disclosed above 
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except for wherein there are a quantity of allowable network hops before the message is 
considered undeliverable. 

Bentall teaches discarding a message after too many hop counts, thus 
considering the message undeliverable. ("Obviously the search is soon relinquished 
since a node can terminate a message if it has a hop count greater than the lowest 
count received." Column 12, lines 38-40) 

The general concept of discarding a message after too many hop counts is well 
known in the art as illustrated by Bentall who discloses a discarded message which is 
deemed undeliverable after too many hop counts in an information passing process. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify of Helgeson, Abjanic, and Olsen to include the use of considering a 
message undeliverable after too many hop counts in his advantageous method as 
taught by Gupta in order to provide for "passing communication between one node and 
another node" as stated by Bentall in Column 1 , lines 2-3. 

The following are suggested formats for either a Certificate of Mailing or Certificate of 
Transmission under 37 CFR 1 .8(a). The certification may be included with all 
correspondence concerning this application or proceeding to establish a date of mailing 
or transmission under 37 CFR 1 .8(a). Proper use of this procedure will result in such 
communication being considered as timely if the established date is within the required 
period for reply. The Certificate should be signed by the individual actually depositing or 
transmitting the correspondence or by an individual who, upon information and belief, 
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expects the correspondence to be mailed or transmitted in the normal course of 
business by another no later than the date indicated. 

Conclusion 

Summary of Arguments and Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on October 9, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive for the reasons stated below. 

Point A: Applicant argues that the 103 rejection does not provide the limitation of 
wherein the portable message comprises metadata which comprise identifying 
characteristics of the source application. 

As to point A: The phrase "identifying characteristics of the source application" is an 
overly broad phrase which does not specify particular characteristics of the source 
application. Abjanic discloses using XML, which inherently has metadata and the 
message is sent based on this data and also the source computer application of the 
computer that Abjanic uses must have been XML translatable to be translated into an 
XML message so the message has identifying characteristics of the source application, 
i.e. XML-translatable software. 

Point B: 
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Applicant argues that the 103 rejection does not meet the limitations of routing the 
portable message to a target application on the second computer system based on the 
metadata. 

As to point B: Abjanic discloses "direct or switch the message based upon the 
application data or the XML data.. .in the message.", in Figure 2, step 225 and XML 
data inherently includes metadata. In addition, the message is routed to an application 
server or a specific server which implicitly has the target application to process the 
data since Abjanic states, in Col 3, lines 40-45 "According to an example embodiment, 
the traffic manager 140 includes a content based message director 145 to direct or 
switch messages to a selected server based upon the content of application data, such 
as business transaction information, which may be provided as XML data as an 
example." Col 3, lines 12-23 discloses "Referring to the clients again in FIG. 1, 
application program 112 may be a business program or a program for managing 
inventory, orders or other business transactions. For example, application program 
112 may automatically and electronically detect that inventory has decreased below a 
threshold value and 

then automatically generate and send a purchase order to a supplier's server at 
data center 135 to request a shipment of additional supplies or inventory. 
Thus, server 110 may initiate, for example, a business-to-business (B2B) 
transaction by sending an electronic order to the supplier's remote server 
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located at data center 135." Since there is a 62 B transaction it is implicit that there is a 
target application to process the electronic order data on the remote server. The 
rejection under Helgeson for routing based on metadata is withdrawn but still the 
rejections are still maintained under all of the same combinations since Helgeson still 
teaches other limitations of the claims not taught by Abjanic such as the limitation of 
"transforming data on a first system". 

Point C: 

Applicant argues the motivation to combine Helgeson and Abjanic. 

As to point C, and new motivational statement has been made to reflect the motivation 
to combine which involves providing standardized access to connectivity with other 
systems and platforms in a users network for which the interconnect system uses XML. 

1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joan B. Naurot Ton whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1595. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 9 to 6:30 (flex sched) and 
alt Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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